Assessing the Condition
of Spatial Priority Areas in
the Columbia Plateau

Ecoregion

Prepared for
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service
Portland, Oregon

Rl eafe )| NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM

Prepared by
Rex Crawford and Joe Rocchio
December 30, 2014

WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF

Natural Heritage Natural Resources

Report 2014-11

&






Piloting a Strategic Approach to Landscape Conservation Design
in the Columbia Platedtroregion

Phase 2: Assessing fiendition of Spatial Priority Areas.

December G, 2014

Prepared for:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Region, Portland Office.
AgreementF01R050000

Prepared by:
Rex C. Crawford and F. Joseph Rocchio
Natural Heritage Program
WashingtorDepartment of [dturalResources

Olympia, Washington 98508749






Executive summary

This project is part of a larger effort to design a sustainable landscape for wildlife and ecological systems

in the Columbia Plateau ecoregion. Another goal okffost is to test and describe different

I LILINR I OKSa (2 R2Ay3 a[FyRaAOILIS /2yaSNBIGA2Yy 5S&aA3
approaches for LCD. This report documents a task related to further demelogsing of thistoolkit as

applied to priority areas in the Columbia Plateau). This project focuses on a rapid assessment method of
several potential areas across a large landscape.

This assessment project builds from these previous ALI efforts (ALI 2013 and ALI 2014) by providing
decision support for strategy development. This project was developed to help atidriesswledge
deficit that satellite or aerial information does not provide accurate information about key metrics of
condition, particularly information related to abwarete of native vs. nemative species and structural
metrics of habitat The general question for this project is: can a-tielsed approach be developed that
allows for both standardized assessment of condition and a rapid, comprehensive evaluatitively
large areas.The project concentrates on Priority Areas delineated by USFW® fiid Land Initiative
(ALI) (ALl 20138kFigure 1). The objectives of the assessmenat$o:

1. Develop and test a rapiteld assessment protocol to assess toadition of landscape
scale conservation priorities.

2. Synthesize Ecological Integrity Assessment (EIA) data to determine the overall ecological
integrity of conservation targets within a subset of priority areas.

3. Develop a monitoring protocol for therservation partners in the region based upon the
EIAThis report documents the methods and results for two of those activities: (1)
development and testing of a ragiield protocol and (2) assessment of ecological integrity
of conservation targets in prity areas.

The goal of the sample design was to have an adequate number and distribution of sample sites per
priority area to provide meaningful information to decision makers about the condition of the area. The
operational framework revolves arounshds as efficient vectors for field assessors to evaluate condition
from a distance. Roads are the mechanism with which the landscape can be evaluated, thus roads are a
key element of the sample desidgtoads were intersected and dissected with the 506 hexagons

used in the spatial prioritization. Samplingpresentativeexample of each selected priority area was

the goal of the project. High and Meditmghpriority areas in Douglas and Lincoln County were selected

to test the roadside methodologywo areas on the Columbia WRA were sampled to include locations in
the central Columbia Basindaon USFWS Refuges.

Forty-three onsite (within the visual field) Lev2IEIA samples were compared to their roadside EIA
assessments. Thirtwo ShrubsteppkSteppe targets locations were compared and eleven
Riparian/Wetland locations were compared. EIA condition ranks across all samples, regardless of target,
indicate 72%accuracyfor all comparisonfotal correct cali when roadside rank equals-site ranky

total points) Low sample size and incomplete rank samples limit conclusions but results indicate general
agreement in assigned usually within a single rank and overall agreement dh&7#ermediate



roadsic EIA provided a reasonable estimate, typically within a single rank, of the condition of the
landscape when compared to-gite EIAs (see section h.Dverall, roadside EIAs tended to result in
higher ranks (i.e., suggested higher ecological integiniy) level2 ranks. These results indicate that
observations from a distance will usually give similar assessments of ecological integrity of both
Shrubsteppe/Steppe and riparian/wetland environments but typically with a more favorable impression
of the ganeral condition.Individual metric accurassarieswhenusing the roadside EIAhe two soll

surface metrics may not need to be included in Roadside EIAs due to low rate of visibility. The vegetation
Shrubsteppe/Steppe levBImetrics as assessed fronetRoadside appear to be more reliable estimators
of site conditionThe low sample size and the lack of any A rank and only one D ranked site limits
conclusive inferencdsr comparison of riparian/wetland targets. The variability suggests more sampling
isneeded. Separating riparian and depressional wetlands might better provide an understanding of the
relationship between roadside and lex2eEIAs.Overall distribution of ranks in both roadside and legacy
surveys indicate C as the most common condit®oadside ranks proportionally indicated more B ranks
and legacy ranks proportionally indicated more D and ruderal vegetttimassessment data bases are
incomplete samples and some areas are more comprehensively sampled than others.

Extrapolation ofgadside condition assessments to the entire landscape of the Priority Areas needs

further exploration. The general assumption behind this project is that with a proper density of sample

points, the general condition of the priority areas will be reasor@llyi A Y § SR ® | 26 SOSNE ¢
NAI2NRdza SadAYrasSa 2F gKIFIG GKS GLINRBLISNI RSyarideé a
compromise between budget and ability to cover as much area as possible. This will always be a tradeoff
inanys¥LJX Ay3d a0KSYS® CdzNII KSNJ NB&aSINOK Aa ySSRSR (2
Sy2dzZaAKeé G2 FINNAGS Fd F adlotS SadAyYl teSoadsile O2y RA U A
bias is not knownFuture work could address whether there aignificantly different results by sampling

areas 100+ meters from any roabh application of the EIA, recording estimates of raw data used to rank

metrics (e.g., cover of invasive species, native species, total vegetation cover, cover of roagisjtrails,

rather than the EIA rank categories are more direct measures that will allow EIA class values to be

derived in the office. Estimating cover values might help in level 1 mapping and assessment
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1. Introduction

This project ipart of a larger effort to design a sustainable landscape for wildlife and ecological systems

in the Columbia Plateau ecoregion. Another goal of this effort is to test and describe different

F LILINB I OKSa (2 R2Ay3 o[y Ra&a OIlrkid§ towasly aitiSudd aitdokit/of 5 S & A 3
approaches for LCD. This report documents a task related to further demelogsing of thistoolkit as

applied to priority areas in the Columbia Plateau). This project focuses on a rapid assessment method of
seeral potential areas across a large landscape.

1.1 Background

Multiple state, federal and private entities are already taking conservation actions in many locations
FONR&a SIaidSNy 2rFrakKAy3didzyQa I NAR f I yRevaionti?2 | RRNB A&
eastern Washington, a group of interested entities came together to forrrild.ands InitiativeALI) in

2009. The ALI core team began by articulatisigasied visiofior conserving a whole, functioning

landscape across eastern Washingtehich would support biological and soeiconomic values. With

the help of experts and stakeholders, the ALI assessed the health of the ecosystems and species that

OKIF NI OGSNRTS SFHadSNYy 2FakKAy3adz2yQa | NA & adrdssiisa X | YR
landscape. Although these systems and species have undergone varying degrees of degradation,
compromising their ability to provide wildlife habitat and economic goods and services, their recovery

and restoration is still achievable.

The ALlthrough a number of facilitated discussions, has identified the key components of a coordinated
A0NFGS3e (G2 FTOKASOS G(GKS 1[LQAa &AKINBR GAaA2YD ¢KSA
1 Shared biological prioritiésat capture what we are striving to cserve. ALI selected eight focal
systems and species whose successful conservation is the foundation for achieving our shared
vision;
1 Shared strategic prioritigbat articulate what actions are necessary to conserve these focal
systems and species, andagle coordination at a landscape scale is critical for achieving our
shared visionand

1 Shared spatial prioritiesvhich represent the areas where these actions need impeemented
first, in order to conserve those systems and species in ways thapaddhe landscape scale.

This assessment project builds from these previous ALI efforts (ALI 2013 and ALI 2014) by providing
decision support for strategy development. Through prioritization efforts, the ALI has identified core
areas and connectivitypres that will maintain a sustainable ecosystem for plants and wildlife. However,
there is still a lack of knowledge of how to develop an investment portfolio of strategies across the
landscape. Existing data do not adequately map landscape conditidorio which strategy

(restoration vs. protection vs. grazing, etc) belongs where, and furthermore, the level of investment that
is needed to maintain or improve landscape functionality.

This project was developed to help address this knowledge d8tgdllite or aerial information does not
provide accurate information about key metrics of condition, particularly information related to
abundance of native vs. narative species and structural metrics of habitat. Although-fiatdd

1



assessment techques tend to be expensive and time consuming, there is a tremendous benefit of

having trained ecologists visit an area and provide an assessment of condition and limiting factors. One
assessment option is to have a trained ecologist perform a rapicsass®sof an area and provide a

narrative assessment of what they learned. However, this does not provide a standardized body of
information that can be used to monitor over time. There is a gap in our toolkit of assessment techniques
for large landscapeonservation.

1.2 Project Objective

The general question for this project is: can a-i@lsled approach be developed that allows for both
standardized assessment of condition and a rapid, comprehensive evaluation of relatively large areas.
The projectoncentrates orPriority Area delineated byJSFW$or the Arid Land Initiative (AL(ALI
2013)(Figurel). The objectives of thesssessmentare to:

1. Developand test a rapidield assessment protocol to assess the condition of landscape scale
conservation priorities.

2. SynthesieEcological Integrity Assessment (Ei&a to determine the overall ecological integrity
of conservation targets within a subsetpoiority areas.

3. Develop amonitoring protocol for the conservation partners in the region based upon the EIA
framework.

The project tasks were to:

1. Develop a sampling framework for data collection and to serve as detomgmonitoring
framework

2. Develop aoadside EIA to expedite data collection over a large landscape. The goal was to produce
a rapidassessment method that is intermediate in effort between a Level 1 (remote sensing) and
Level 2 (rapid, onsite assessment).

3. Verify accuracy of roadside EMdwllecting Level 2 (rapid, onsite) EIA data to determine accuracy
of roadside assessments.

4. Determine observer variability of roadside EIAs.

5. Collect roadside EIA data and summarize ecological integrity of conservation targets from sample
points in asubset of ALI Priority Areas

6. Discuss and outline how the above efforts provide a framework and baseline data foteartong
monitoring network of Priority Areas.

This report documents the methods and results for two of those activities: (1) develogmddasting of
a rapidfield protocoland (2) assessment of ecologioétgrity of conservation targets priority areas

The Ecological Integrity Assessment (EIA) approach was used to assess ecological(Eabe#ion
Langendoen et al. 2008, 2012; Racand Crawford 2011)The existing Ecological System classification
was used to identify natural vegetation (Comer et al328@cchio and Crawford 2008)his report
provides a summary of the methods and results of these effiits.report also sumanizes the lessons



learned about the effort to develop a ragiéld tool for assessing ecological integrity of large areas and
about thelimitations of remote (adjacent or roadsidesite evaluations.

Data collected and synthesized results are in therapaaying Microsoft excel spreadsti¢hat contains
Metadda for EIA and legacy data assessments.

Seattle

Figurel. Location o&ll ALIPriority Areas in WashingtoBlue polygons = project are&sn polygons =
other priority areas.



2. Ecological Integrity Assessment

An objectiveof this pilot project is to assess the ecological dardof vegetation types ia subset of
PriorityAreas in the Columbia Basin of Washington stadme approach for assessing ecological
condition is he Ecological Integrity Assessment methods developed by NatureServe and the Natural
Heritage NetworkFaberLangendoen et al. 2008, 22). The EIA is designed to assess current ecological
integrity of a site based on the natural range of variation of tosystem or vegetation type in question.
Up-dated existing EIAs were usedhis pilot projec{Washington Natural Heritage Program
http://www1.dnr.wa.gov/nhp/refdesk/communitiésia_list.html).

ElAs identifa set of measures of ecosystem structure, function and composition, referenced to the range
of natural variation and resistance to perturbation. Ecological integrity measures also link with
management goals. The analysisateptable ecological conditions can help refuge planners establish
and document their desired resource conditions. This makes ecological integrity a flexible tool for
meeting the needs of a variety of management goals of parks, wildlife refuges andattimal areas.

Along with this flexibility comes a responsibility to be transparent about exactly how current conditions
are determined.

Metrics within each rank factor category (i.e., landscape context, size and condition) are combined to
provide a sin@l score for each category. Metrics, or indicators, are assigned one of four ranks, ranging
from excellent (A) to poor (D), (see TaldleFhese category rankings can then be combined into an
Overall Ecological Integrity Rank. The EIA is a practidaaasparent tool to document the ecological
condition of a given site. For this project, metrics within each rank factor category were simply averaged
to determine the score for that category, and scores for the three categories were averaged to calculate
the overall ecological integrity score for individual sites. An alternative choice would have been to weight
individual metrics, or rank factor categories, with different values.

In generalEIA methodologis applied at three scales, or levels:

1 Level 1 Rmote Assessments rely almost entirely on Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and
remote sensing datshed(Faber Langendoen et al. 20P8

1 Level 2 Rapid Assessments use relatively rapidbBaled metrics that are a combination of
gualitative and naative-based rating with quantitative or sefwpiantitative ratings. Field
observations are required for many metrics, and observations will typically require professional
expertise and judgment (Fennessy et al. 2007).

9 Level 3 Intensive Assessments requiggerrigorous, intensive fieldased methods and metrics
that provide higheresolution information on the integrity of occurrences within a site.

Tablel.Basic Ecological Integrity Ranks

Ecological Integrity Rank Description
A Excellent estimated ecological integrity
B Good estimated ecological integrity
C Fair estimated ecological integrity
D Poor estimated ecological integrity



http://www1.dnr.wa.gov/nhp/refdesk/communities/eia_list.html

By usinghe EIA framework, we can establish restoration goals and benchmarks for key ecological
attributes of habitats. The data collected using the EIA framework can also support conservation action
effectiveness monitoring.

This project will make use of the LeXgirotocols to determine whether the current ecological integrity
of the priority areas will meet conservation goals. Because of logistics involved with landscape scale
samplirg, we developed and tesed the accuracy of an intermediate approach between Le{i@mote)
andLevel2 (on-site) EIA protocols. This intermediate approach utilizeth remotesensing data and
field-based observations adjacent to the priority arelamg roads Given logistics, Was notpossible to
sample all priority areas in 20. Therefore, wéocused our sampling in priority areas that contain
sagebrush steppe, riparian zonesdepressional wetlandQur collection of EIA fietthta was also
augmented by existingpndition assessmenis the ecoregion. Together, this provitie number of data
points to further enhance our understanding of conservation priority areas in the region.



3. Conservation Targets

3.1 Assessment Units

Assessment and interpretation of ecological integrity depends on understanding the structure,
composition, and processes that govern the wide variety of ecosystem Tyjegroject usethe
EcologicabystemglassificatiofComer et al. 2003) to sort pthe ecological variability that may affect
ecological integrityAdditionally EIAs are prepared for ecological systems. Washington ecological systems
are described in Rocchio and Crawford (2008) and are availalite @
http://www1.dnr.wa.gov/nhp/refdesk/communities/ecol systems.html

3.2.1 Ecological Systems

Ecological systems integrate vegetation with natural dynamics, soils, hydrology, landscape setting, and
other ecdogical processes. Ecological systems types facilitate mappiegascales (1:24,0Q0

1:100,000; Comer and Schulz 2007). Using ecological systems as a classification meets two important
needs for conservation, management and restoration, because tbeidpan integrated approach that

is effective at defining both biotic and abiotic variability within one classification unit. Comprehensive
maps of all ecological system types exist for the State of Washihgmmrtantly for this projectzlAs are
written to apply to Ecological System

3.2.2 ALl Targets

The conservation targets for this assessment are, at the broadest categorization, ecosystems including
sagebrush steppe and grasslands, wetlands, riverine habitat, cliffs and cavesaddispgcies groups
including grouse and burrowing animg@isable 2).

3.2.3 ALI Priority Areas

Priority areas were identified using criteria from a conservation action planning process completed by the

Arid Lands Initiative (ALResultsin ALI (2013)provide a spatial design of priority arebhattmet ALI goals

and objectivesThe 2013report usedMarxanto identifya portfolio of sites that could protect a suite of
NELINBASY (Gl G§ADS KI oAl (-2 leeRtrefdrtiSlio anfoindased?d% of e I & YSR
ecoregion. Thatspatial assessment of ALI conservation goals and objectives identified a collection of

priority areas, based upon landscagmle data, where protection and restoration could be implemented

locally, while also meeting larwdgpescale goals. Thigasmeant to be a starting point that will allow this
landscapescale conservation initiative to work from a common dediyraluation of a subset of those

areas begins the process toward conservation action.

3.24 Project Targets

The Arid Lands Initiative grouped ecological systemsauentargets for their planning efforts, two

targetsof whichare used in this prof: Shrubsteppe and Steppe arig&ian andVetlands(Table 2).

¢CKS LINE2S8O0 GF NBSG 2 &shorensd\iHeedilj(dSLAbE SyyiR ({20 9 LPLUSXE AUl
DN} daflyRQ GFNBSG 6KATS GKS LINRP2SOG GFNAEBSIH 2F WYwaA
{eaGSYaQ | yR W5 SHaiNBva sinkila FIA fetrigB8bleR) Yy R& Q
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Table2. Relationships between project targetsid Lands Initiative targets and ecological systems.

Project NatureServe Ecological | NatureServe
ALI Nested Target

Assessment Targg System Code
Columbia Basin Foothill and CES304.993
Canyon Dry Grassland
Columbia Basin Palouse Prairie | CES304.792
Columbia Plateau Low Sagebrus CES304.080
Steppe
Columbia Plateau Steppe and CES304.083
Grassland
Inter-Mountain Basins Big
Sagebrusishrubland CES304.777

Shrubsteppé Steppe | Shrub steppe and Grasslan| Inter-Mountain Basins Big CES304.778
Sagebrush Steppe
Inter-Mountain Basins Montane CES304.785
Sagebrush Steppe
Inter-Mountain Basins Semi Desg
Shrub Steppe CES30435
Inter-Mountain Basins Semi CES304.787
Desert Grassland
Northern Rocky Mountain Lower
Montane, Foothill, and Valley CES306.040
Grassland
Columbia Plateau Scabland
Shrubland CES304.770

Not assessed Scabland Northern Rocky Mountain
Montane-Foothill Deciduous CES306.994
Shrubland
Columbia Basin Foothill Riparian

Riverine Systems Woodland and Shrubland S

Inter-Mountain Basins Wash CES304.781
Columbia Plateau Vernal Pool CES304.057
Inter-Mountain Basins Alkaline CES304.998 &

Riparian/Wetland Closedepression & Playa CES.304.786
Modoc Basalt Flow Vernal Pool | CES204.996

Depressional Wetlands North American Arid West CES300.729

Emergent Marsh '
Northern Columbia Plateau Basa
Pothole Ponds [Provisional] S
Inter-Mountain Basins CES304.780
GreasewoodFlat
Columbia Plateau Wet Meadow | none




Project NatureServe Ecological | NatureServe
ALl Nested Target
Assessment Targg System Code
Not assessed Dunes Inter-Mountain Basins Active and - o4, 775
Stabilized Dune
Not assessed Cliffs, Talus and Caves. (MBI Eoains G ene CES304.779
Canyon
East Cascades OBRkne Forest ang CES204.085
Woodland
Northern Rocky Mountain Dry
Mesic Montane Mixed Conifer CES306.805
Not assessed TransitionaWoodlands Forest
Northern Rocky Mountain
Ponderosa Pine Woodland and | CES306.030
Savanna
Northern Rocky Mountain Foothil CES306.958

Conifer Wooded Steppe




4. Methods

4.1 Sample Design and Selection

The goal of the sample design was to have an adequate number and distribution of sample sites per
priority area to provide meaningful information to decision makers about the condition of the area. The
operational framework revolves around roads as efftovectors for field assessors to evaluate condition
from a distance. Roads are the mechanism with which the landscape can be evaluated, thus roads are a
key element of the sample design. The roads layer produced by the OR/WA regional office of the BLM
was used as the roads layer. This layer is updated regularly and is commonly referred to as the most
comprehensive existing roads layer in the region.

Roads were intersected and dissected with the 500 acre hexagons used in the spatial prioritization.
Sampling aepresentativeexampleof eachselectedpriority areawasthe goal of the projectSampling
included as many priority areasscould beassessed withvailablgunding. Within the High and
Mediumhigh priority areas (ALl 2013), 58€re hexagonthat intersected roads were selected for
sampling Within those selected hexagomspointwas placedt the midpoint ofaroad segment in the
hexagonThese sample points werke targeted locations for roadside EIA assessnuSRVS staff
provided sample points for all priority areas. To minimize treNgh and Mediunrtighpriority areas in
Douglas and Lincoln County were selected to test the roadside methodology. Two dhea€aumbia
WRAwere sampledo include locations in the central Columbia Basin and®RW®Refuges Nine

priority areasvere evaluated in this project (Figure 2).
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Figure2 Location of Roadside Poirfted), unrsampled points (blueggndlabeledPriority Areasampled
(blue)

4.2 Field Protocol
Rex CrawfordJohn Fleckensteiand Joe Rocchio samplezhdside locationduring the summer of
2014.

4.2.1 Sampling Procedure

Sample points supplied by USFWé8e printed on paper field mapandloaded onto field GPS units
(Ashtech Mobile Mapper 10) and used to navigate to each sample pbapoing wereaccessd by
drivingor, by foot travel on publically accessible rodaosed to vehiclesandless than 10minute walk
Gated or otherwise inaccessible points were not sampledroadsidepoint, the evaluatoeither
samplel onesideof the roal or both sides of a roaas a single poirit both sides were virtually identil
or eachside of roadvhen different targetsThe sample areiacluded all areas of conservation targets
visiblefrom the roadsideand that wereno more than 500 m from the road or fence l{e&cludingoad
side and fence line effects).thk observablsample area includemore than one targethe assessment
points could benoved along the roadno more than 100min orderto visuallyassesshe targetat the
point. Whena mosaic of uplandon-projecttargetsand projecttargets(Table2)) waspresent only the
shrubsteppesteppe targewvas assessl anddetailedin the comment field EIA metrics were scordar
Shrubsteppebteppeor Riparian/wetlandargetsor both, ifpresentat a point. Norn-project targetswvere
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recordedas presentvhen targets were absent at a poinhd®ograpts of the visual sample areaere
recorded at eaclocation.Of 403 roadside observatiomscluding targets, notarget, and land use
points 313were of project targets.

AGPS point was recordetithe supplied pointwvith the sippliedpoint code Hexagon id and Pointid
Level2 EIA metricthat were appropriate for the target at the sample site were assessed and recorded
using an ArcPablased field form employed on theshtech MobileMappet0unit. Each metric

measures a different physical or biological aspect of the site and the scores rank how well the site is
performing relative to an undisturbed, reference condition. A definition for each raattiinal EIA
scoring and rankinigincludedin Appendix A More detailed definition, rational, scoring criteria and
literature references for these metrics are available in
http://www1.dnr.wa.gov/nhp/refdesk/communés/ecol systems/eia_list.htnee Fabetangendoen
(2012) for the protocols on all Eifetrics.

The following was recorded at each point:

Id. Hexagon point identifier

Pointid.Id plus unique alpha value if pointsre placed on each side of road.
Observer.

Obsdistan The estimated limit dhe visual assessment aré#ot to exceed 500 jn
Target. Dominant land cover ithe visual assessment area

1 Agriculture Dryland crops, hayfields, fallow fields, orchards, etc.

1 CRR; temporary (several yrgerennial grass cover (native and amative species) with and
without shrubs, no human use. If it looks like CRP put it here.

Development, buildings, driveways, trash, landscaping, etc

Lithosolg scabland vegetation on shallow soils or deep gravelEINGor this project.

Other¢ does not fit list

Ripariarng native vegetation associated with a stream that is subject to overbank floEti#ng.
Ruderal shrubsteppeBasically it looks like shrubsteppe or steppe/grasdlahdnot natural

=A =4 =4 4 =9

vegetationIndudes exotitR2 YA Y F SR A GK y I 0AOBS aKNHzma GKIF G

1 Ruderal wetland wetlands dominated by exotics with févany natives present. NO EIA for this
project.

1 Shrubsteppec nativeShrubsteppe/Steppk&yrasslands on deeper sEIA

1 Transitional Forest Upland vegetation with over 10% cover of trees in visual assessment area.
NO EIA for this project.

1 Vernal pook intermittently flooded (most but not necessarily eveeary wetlands dominated by
annualplants.EIA

1 Wetlandg native wetland and riparian vegetatidelA
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Roadside Approximate cardinal direction of side of road being assessed.
Photos. Identifiers used for photos of visual assessment area.

Metric ratingsDepending on the target present &t assessment point, a seriesydtricswere rated.
Instructions were supplied to indicate which metric ratiaggly toecological system present.
Appendix A listthe metrics, their ratings and ecological system (target) to which they apply.

4.2.1 Accuacy Assessment of Roadside Level-2 EIA

To test the accuracy of the roadsidased EIA, an esite (L00 or 200 sq. meter plplevel2 EIAwas

applied tothe visual field of theoadside assessed pointSrawfordor Rocchio sampledll level2 EIA

points The goal was teepresent therange ofecological conditions diie target(from very degraded to
minimally impactepiby samplindpetween 1220 points across the stressor gradient. This was
accomplished by first targeting supplied sampled points. If thoses did not reflect the entire

disturbance gradient then additional sample points were subjectively targeted to attempt to capture the
full gradient of ecological conditions. EIA ranks were used as the measure of relative disturbance. Thus, A
ranks wold reflect minimally disturbed intact sample points whileaBkswouldreflect very degraded
sample points.TheShrubsteppe/Stepptarget was comparedith 32 points and only 1

riparianivetlands weresampled due taheir rarity on the landscapehe lilkelihood of them not being
nearroadsides, andverall paucity of highanked examplesTheon-site Level 2 EIA was theompared

to the roadsidebased EIA to indicate accuracy and utility of the latter. Comparisons of each metric,
roadside and ossite leel-2 were made to indicate which metricsedest estimated from the roadside.

Observer variation wasldresged by comparing the metric ratingnd EIA scosof two observes
(Crawford and Fleckensteiai) 6 target pointsand at twonon-targetpoints

4.2.2 Accuracy of Priority Area Condition using Roadside Level -2 EIA

To evaluate how well the Roadside |e¥&IA indicates the overall condition of a priority area, the range
of EIA condition ranks from the roadside EIA was compared to the rang&oimdicated in legacy data
with the priority areas included in the projedtegacy data is information collected friviashington
Department of Natural Resourc&3NR land across the Columbia Basin by the Washington Natural
Heritage program during 20a®08. The method of data collectiased for this datasetoes not allow

a direct comparison of metrics or the calculated EIA sktmwever, lecause the samer similarfactors
were considered to assign an A through D rank in the legacy survey, a comglarésults givesome
ballpark indication of similarity.

The DNR land survey was a reconnaissance evalttaiaecordedthe approximate percentage of the

parcel in natural or senmatural condition (not agriculture or developetie approximate pearent cover

of exotic species, shrubs and native herbaceous spécgeapproximate percentage of that area

occupied by each observed ecological system witlisaigned conditiorank on an A through D scale

Legacy surveys characterized condition aftezconnaissance watkroughof parcels up to a square

mile.No madside samplesccured within those parcel€ 2 NJ 0 KA & LINR2SOG> +y 206aSN
ecological system with an assigned rank, regardless of area occupied was used in the com)i&sson.
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legacyobservations ofargetecological system430 occur in the ningriority area evaluated in this
project.

Figure3. Location of Priority Aredsampled blue polygons) abiNR Legacy Dat@reen squares 2008
data, purple squares 20a807 data.

4.3 Office Procedures

Alldata were entered ito excelspreadsheetfor evaluationData collected and synthesized results are in
the accompanying Microsoft excel spreadsheet that contains Metadata for EIA and legacy data
assessments. <when known, but in location here for ScienceBase>

4.3.1 Classification of Project Targets

Roadsidelassificatiorof sample pointsvas checkd for consistency withecordedauxiliary information
(comment fields, cover of native shrubs, bunchgrass and invasive exotic species) at eatlegeayt
data was grouped into project targets (ALl targets) Istaning the appropriate ecological systems as
indicated in the original survey data. A cursory chefikr @bnsistency with auxiliary information
(comment fields, cover of native shrulbsitive herbaceouand exotic species) collected at each point
was onducted Obvious misclassifications or questionalg@germinationswvere changed or deleted
based orRex’ NJ 6 F 2 NR Q & MdStke|agSifieaditich ys€u8s in both data sets revolved around

13





































































